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Abstract
How the pleasantness of chemosensory stimuli such as odorants or intranasal trigeminal compounds is processed in the
human brain has been the focus of considerable recent interest. Yet, so far, only the unimodal form of this hedonic
processing has been explored, and not its bimodal form during crossmodal integration of olfactory and trigeminal stimuli.
The main purpose of the present study was to investigate this question. To this end, functional magnetic resonance imaging
(fMRI) was used in an experiment comparing brain activation related to a pleasant and a relatively unpleasant olfacto-
trigeminal mixture, and to their individual components (CO2 alone, Orange alone, Rose alone). Results revealed first
common neural activity patterns in response to both mixtures in a number of regions: notably the superior temporal gyrus
and the caudate nucleus. Common activations were also observed in the insula, although the pleasant mixture activated the
right insula whereas the unpleasant mixture activated the left insula. However, specific activations were observed in anterior
cingulate gyrus and the ventral tegmental area only during the perception of the pleasant mixture. These findings
emphasized for the firs time the involvement of the latter structures in processing of pleasantness during crossmodal
integration of chemosensory stimuli.
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Introduction
Perception of intranasal chemical stimuli is not dependent on
a single sensory system but is related to multiple sensations,
mediated principally by interaction between the olfactory and
trigeminal systems [1,2,3,4,5,6]. Whereas olfaction is involved in
qualitative discrimination of odors, the trigeminal system conveys
information about sensations such as cooling, burning, irritation
and pain [7]. Furthermore, both odorants and trigeminal
compounds evoke pleasant or unpleasant affects. One important
question raised by psychologists and neurobiologists in the field
during the last decade concerns the cerebral correlates of such
pleasantness perception induced by these two types of chemosen-
sory stimuli. However, whereas odorants and trigeminal com-
pounds provide both synergetic and complementary information
about the hedonic aspect of perceived objects, little is known about
the neural basis that accompanies the perception of pleasantness
during their crossmodal integration. So far, only the unimodal
functioning of the neural substrate of this hedonic processing has
been explored, notably in the olfactory modality. For example,
pleasant and unpleasant odors induced distinct patterns of neural
activity in primary olfactory areas [8,9,10,11] and amygdala [12]
and also in secondary and tertiary areas such as the orbito-frontal
cortex (OFC) [13,14,15], the thalamus [16] and the cingulate
gyrus [17]. Understanding whether the pleasantness of chemo-
sensory stimuli is processed within the same brain network during
crossmodal activation is a central question in neuroscience
because, in everyday life, coordinated interplay between olfactory
and trigeminal systems is frequent. For example, when one drinks
orangeade, the olfactory system will detect the smell of orange and
the trigeminal system will detect carbon dioxide; when one smells
mint, the trigeminal system will detect the characteristic freshness
of the mint odor. The main purpose of the present study was to
investigate this question using functional magnetic resonance
imaging (fMRI).
To this end, 23 participants were exposed to two different
bimodal mixture (CO2 combined with either the smell of orange
or the smell of rose) and to the individual components of the
mixtures (CO2, smell of orange and smell of rose). In all
conditions, participants were required to identify the stimulus,
and evaluate its intensity and pleasantness. Inter-individual
variations in hedonic perception are common in chemosensory
perception [18,19,20] and our results confirm this observation:
whereas fifteen participants found the [CO2+Orange] more
pleasant than [CO2+Rose], 6 showed the opposite pattern
([CO2+Rose] more pleasant than [CO2+Orange]), and 2 partic-
ipants did not show hedonic differences between mixtures. This
variation was thus taken into account and brain activations related
to the pleasant and the relatively unpleasant mixture according to
individual subject’s ratings (whatever the mixture quality, namely
[CO2+Orange] or [CO2+Rose]) were compared.
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The Pleasant and the Relatively Unpleasant Mixtures
Induced Different Neural Activations
To identify the neural substrates involved in crossmodal
integration of pleasantness, activation in response to the pleasant
mixture was compared to that for its individual components. MNI
coordinates (x, y, z) of activated brain areas and statistical t values
are presented in parentheses. The results revealed significant
activations in the insula (39, 18, 29, t=7.21), the superior
temporal gyrus (48, 15, 212, t=7.92; 57, 9, 26, t=7.19; 251, 15,
29, t=7.73), the caudate nucleus (12, 23, 15, t=7.61) and the
posterior part of the anterior cingulate gyrus (0, 15, 45; t=8.25)
(Figure 1a; Table 1). Moreover, to ascertain regions of the brain
responding preferentially to crossmodal integration of unpleasant-
ness, we compared brain activation in the relatively unpleasant
mixture condition to that resulting from its individual components.
An activation was observed in the insula (236, 18, 0, t=6.72),
superior temporal gyrus (48, 15, 212, t=7.68; 251, 15, 29,
t=7.10; 57, 9, 26, t=6.92), and the caudate nucleus (12, 23, 18,
t=7.14) (Figure 1b; Table 1).
To further examine the differential effect of the mixtures, the
activation induced by the pleasant mixture minus its components
was compared to that resulting from the relatively unpleasant
mixture minus its components. A significant activation was
observed in the posterior part of the anterior cingulate gyrus
(23, 15, 45, t=3.32) (Figures 1c, 1d) and in the ventral tegmental
area bordering the pons (3, 224, 224, t=3.60). In turn, the
opposite contrast did not show any significant activation.
CO2 did not Suppress the Perception of Odors in the
Mixtures
The stimulus identification results revealed no significant
difference between any of the experimental conditions (Friedman
Test, X
2=0.333 p=.98), suggesting that in the bimodal mixtures
CO2 did not suppress the perception of the odor of rose or orange:
among 21 subjects included in the analysis (see methods), the
number of subjects with correct identification was: [CO2]=16,
[Rose]=17, [Orange]=15, unpleasant mixture=15, pleasant
mixture=16.
Effects on Pleasantness and Intensity
To assess differences in pleasantness between stimuli, an
ANOVA with compounds ([CO2], [Rose], [Orange], [Pleasant
mixture], [Unpleasant mixture]) as a within-subjects factor was
performed. A significant effect of compound was observed
(F[4,76]=8.776, p,0.0001), indicating that 1) the relatively
unpleasant mixture and [CO2] did not differ in pleasantness
(p=.99), 2) the pleasant mixture, [Rose] and [Orange] did not
differ in pleasantness (p..98 in all three comparisons), 3) the
pleasant mixture, [Rose] and [Orange] were all three significantly
more pleasant than both the relatively unpleasant mixture and
[CO2] (at least p,.0006 in all comparisons) (Figure 1e).
For intensity ratings, a significant effect of compound was noted
(F[4,76]=13.863, p,0.001), and post-hoc tests revealed that 1) no
difference in intensity appeared between the pleasant mixture and
the relatively unpleasant mixture (p=.32), 2) intensity differed
between [CO2] and [Rose] (p=.03), but not between [Rose] and
[Orange] (p=.63) and [CO2] and [Orange] (p=.47), 3) the
pleasant mixture was rated as more intense than CO2, Rose,
Orange (p,.005 in all cases), and 4) that the relatively unpleasant
mixture was rated as more intense than Rose (p,.0002) and
Orange (p=.0002) (Figure 1f).
Nevertheless, to correct for the potential influence of stimulus
intensity on pleasantness ratings between the two mixtures,
difference in compound intensity between the pleasant mixture
and the relatively unpleasant mixture was used as covariate in an
ANCOVA with mixture pleasantness as the dependent variable.
When the effect of intensity was factored out, the ANCOVA
revealed a strongly significant effect of mixtures on odor
pleasantness (F[1,19]=28.854, p,.0001). In sum, differences in
pleasantness between the two mixtures cannot be explained by
differences in intensity.
Discussion
The aim of the present study was to explore the neural substrate
involved in the perception of pleasantness during crossmodal
integration of intranasal stimuli. A first result of interest was that
common neural activity patterns were observed in response to the
pleasant and the relatively unpleasant mixtures in a number of
regions. The perception of the two mixtures was associated with
activation in the superior temporal gyrus. Interestingly, this region
is known to be involved in cross-modal binding processing in the
auditory and visual systems [21] and our results emphasized its
role during cross-modal integration of chemosensory stimuli.
Moreover, both mixtures induced activation in the insula and in
the caudate nucleus, replicating previous findings showing a brain
response of the former area during perception of an olfacto-
trigeminal mixture [22] and in integration of multisensory
information for the latter brain structure [23]. Insula activation
in response to both the emotionally positive and negative mixtures
is also consistent with previous findings of increased insular activity
during perception of pleasant and unpleasant tastes [24]. An
interesting aspect of the insular activity is the hemispheric
asymmetry observed according to pleasantness: whereas the
pleasant mixture induced activation of the right insula, the
unpleasant mixture induced activity in the left insula. This
hemispheric dissociation contributes to the ongoing debate dealing
with brain lateralization of olfactory emotions: whereas some
authors propose an involvement of the right hemisphere in
withdrawal behavior and of the left hemisphere in approach
behavior [25] others propose a right hemisphere specialization for
pleasant stimuli versus left hemisphere for unpleasant stimuli
[13,16]. Our results support the latter model and helps to explain
previous observations on hemispheric differences of amplitudes of
event-related potentials in response to pleasant and unpleasant
olfactory stimuli [26].
Another major result of the present study was the specific
activation seen during the perception of the pleasant mixture:
notably in the cingulate gyrus. Activity in this brain area is usually
observed in response to chemosensory stimuli [27,28,29,30]. An
investigation in humans proposed the cingulate cortex as a multi-
integrative structure in processing chemosensory stimuli: for
example, Small et al. showed increased activity in this brain
region when a tastant and an odorant were concurrently perceived
[31]. Anatomically, cyto-architectural studies of the cingulate
gyrus support a multiple-region model rather than the classical
two-division model proposed by Brodmann [32]. The functioning
of these sub-regions is not homogeneous and the different parts of
the cingulate cortex are not equally involved in emotion
processing. A meta-analysis of several studies exploring neural
activation in the cingulate cortex in response to emotional stimuli
proposed that emotions such as happiness predominantly activate
the posterior part of anterior cingulate cortex (see [32] for
a review). The present findings are in line with the above results,
highlighting a role of this brain area in processing stimulus
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olfactory and trigeminal representations of environmental objects.
It is worth to note that a previous study by Small et al. showed an
activation of the left and right posterior part of the anterior
cingulate gyrus in response to an unpleasant taste [24]. However,
these activations were either more caudal or more lateral (MNI
coordinates: 218, 26, 39; 15, 6, 38) compared to those observed
in our study (MNI coordinates: 0, 15, 45; 23, 15, 45).
Although the present study provides evidence for modulation of
the cingulate cortex by pleasantness, some neural activation seen
during the perception of the pleasant mixture warrants discussion.
Indeed, another particular feature of the present findings was the
ventral tegmental area (VTA) activation in response to the
pleasant mixture vs. the relatively unpleasant mixture. These
results are in line with psychobiological theory of positive affect
[33] that highlights a role of the VTA in reward processing.
Interestingly, in this model, positive affect is associated with
increased dopamine release from the VTA which may alter
processing in structures receiving direct projections from the VTA,
including both primary olfactory structures and cingulate cortex.
One question that may be raised by these findings is why
a mixture comprising a pleasant odor (rose or orange depending
on the subject) and a painful trigeminal stimulus (intranasal CO2)
was rated as pleasant? A plausible explanation is related to
subjects’ prior experience of the simultaneous presentation of the
two types of stimuli: intranasal CO2 is frequently mixed with
certain other olfactory stimuli. Even when one unimodal stimulus
(here, CO2) arouses a sensation of pain, this intrinsically painful
feature becomes part of the integrated percept of a familiar object
or food. As suggested by Rozin et al. [34], the memory
representation of this food may thus inhibit the pain or warning
value of the trigeminal input (CO2 here), and even make it
desirable.
In conclusions, our study offers new insights into the affective
processing of chemosensory stimuli by emphasizing for the first
time the involvement of the cingulate cortex and the midbrain




The experimental procedure was explained in great detail to the
subjects, who provided written consent prior to participation. The
study was conducted according to the Declaration of Helsinki and
Figure 1. Perceptual ratings and brain activations. (a) Three-D view of fMRI activation maps showing activation to the pleasant mixture after
subtraction of activation to their individual components: brain responses were seen in the superior temporal gyrus, insula and cingulate gyrus. (b)
Three-D view of fMRI activation maps showing activation to the unpleasant mixture after subtraction of activation to their individual components:
brain responses were seen in the superior temporal gyrus and insula, but not in cingulate gyrus. (c) Differential activation patterns, showing
activation to ([pleasant mixture] vs. [unpleasant mixture]). Brain responses were seen in the cingulate gyrus. (d) Contrast estimates at voxel
coordinates [23, 15, 45] in cingulate cortex for each mixture condition. (e) Compound pleasantness ratings. (f) Compound intensity ratings. Bars
represent SEM.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0038358.g001
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Dresden.
Subjects
Among 23 subjects that participated to the study, 21 were
retained in the final analysis (2 subjects who did not show hedonic
differences between the two mixtures were discarded from the
analysis). Subjects were right-handed volunteers, averaging 23
years of age (23.5762.08 years; 6 men). They received 20 Euros
for participation. The recording procedure was explained in great
detail to the subjects, who provided written consent prior to
participation. Instructions consisted in an explanation of the
experimental design that includes functional and anatomical
sessions. In both sessions, they were instructed to not move. For
functional sessions, they were instructed to breathe through the
mouth without concomitant nasal airflow (velopharyngeal closure,
see ‘‘Stimulus delivery’’ section’’ below). Detailed medical history
combined with ENT examination of the nasal cavity using nasal
endoscopy technique and odor perception assessment by the
‘‘Sniffin’ Sticks’’ test [35] ascertained that subjects were in good
health and had normal sense of smell.
Stimulus Delivery
A Burghart OM6b pulsed olfactometer was used to deliver the 5
stimuli. It allows application of rectangular-shaped chemical
stimuli with controlled stimulus onset. Mechanical stimulation is
avoided by embedding stimuli in a constant flow of odorless,
humidified air of controlled temperature (80% relative humidity;
total flow 6 L/min; 36uC) [36]. Prior to the functional experiment,
subjects were trained in lab to breathe through the mouth without
concomitant nasal airflow (velopharyngeal closure [36]), to avoid
respiratory airflow in the nasal cavity during chemosensory
stimulation. A thermally insulated Teflon
TM cannula directed
the gaseous stimulus from the olfactometer to the subject’s nose in
the MRI-room. Table 2 lists the 5 sensory stimuli, including their
origin and their concentrations.
fMRI Experimental Paradigm
The study was performed on a 1.5 Tesla MR-scanner (Siemens
Sonata, Erlangen, Germany). The experiment, which lasted
approximately 60 min (from arrival to departure of the subject),
comprised 5 functional sessions presented in a randomized order,
one for each stimulus condition: [CO2 component], [Rose
component], [Orange component], [pleasant mixture], [unpleas-
ant mixture]. Each experimental session in turn comprised 6 on/
off-block sub-sessions, with 30-sec blocks presented alternately in
the On (stimulus-on) and Off (stimulus-off) conditions. The fMRI
data were collected in 96 volumes/session with a 36 axial-slice
matrix 2D SE/EP sequence (Matrix: 64664; TR: 3 sec; TE:
35 ms; FA: 90u; voxel size: 36363.75 mm). Session duration was
24 minutes. In the 6 minutes immediately following, a high-
resolution T1-weighted image of the brain (3D IR/GR sequence:
TR=2180 ms/TE=3.93 ms) was acquired.
During the scanning sessions, subjects were instructed to
breathe through their mouth without concomitant nasal airflow
(velopharyngeal closure, as described above), were not cued for
any stimulus presentation and were not aware of the identity of
stimuli during each experimental session. Moreover, they were not
asked to perform any detection or cognitive task during stimulus
presentation. After each session however, they were asked to
evaluate the stimuli in terms of intensity (on a scale from ‘‘0’’ =
‘‘not perceived’’ to ‘‘10’’ = ‘‘extremely intense’’) and of
pleasantness (on a scale from ‘‘25’’ = ‘‘extremely unpleasant’’
to ‘‘+5’’ = ‘‘extremely pleasant’’), and they were also asked to
identify the stimulus presented during each session.
Data Analysis
fMRI data analysis used SPM8 software (Statistical Parametric
Mapping; Wellcome Department of Cognitive Neurology, Lon-
Table 1. Activation to [pleasant mixture] and [unpleasant mixture] after subtraction of activation to their individual components
and activation to [pleasant mixture] vs.[unpleasant mixture].
K t value x y z Brain areas
[Pleasant mixture] vs. [Individual
components]
21 8.25 0 15 45 Cingulate gyrus
40 7.92 48 15 212 Superior temporal gyrus
7.21 39 18 29 Insula
7.19 57 9 26 Superior temporal gyrus
18 7.73 251 15 29 Superior temporal gyrus
5 7.61 12 23 15 Caudate nucleus
[Unpleasant mixture] vs. [Individual
components]
18 7.68 48 15 212 Superior temporal gyrus
4 7.14 12 23 18 Caudate nucleus
10 7.10 251 15 29 Superior temporal gyrus
3 6.92 57 9 26 Superior temporal gyrus
3 6.72 236 18 0 Insula
[Pleasant mixture] vs. [Unpleasant
mixture]
3 3.32 23 15 45 Anterior cingulate gyrus
4 3.60 3 224 224 Ventral tegmental area/pons
K is the cluster size. Statistical t values are presented. MNI coordinates of activated brain areas are presented in x, y, and z.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0038358.t001
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MA, USA). After spatial pre-processing (registering, realignment,
co-registration between functional and structural images, normal-
ization in a stereotaxic space, and smoothing by means of
a 7*7*7 mm3 FWHM Gaussian kernel) [37], first-level statistical
analysis was implemented with canonical hemodynamic response
functions. Group analysis used a random-effects model [38].
Activation coordinates were presented in MNI space. A whole
brain analysis was realized and loci of activations were identified
using the Mai Atlas [39].
At the individual level, brain activation induced by the pleasant
(or unpleasant) mixture was analyzed by comparing the activation
pattern for each mixture condition and that obtained with their
respective individual unimodal components (i.e., [CO2] and
[Rose], or [CO2] and [Orange] depending on the subject). The
resulting contrasts were then entered into a group analysis
whereby they were compared to the no-stimulus baseline
(averaged from all conditions). Areas of significant activation were
identified at cluster level for values exceeding a p-value of 0.001 (3
voxels). Data were corrected for whole brain family-wise error.
However, due to the conservative nature of the contrasts
comparing the two mixtures, we established a level of significance
of p,0.001 (uncorrected) with a cluster criterion of 3 voxels for the
following contrasts: (a) ([pleasant mixture] vs. individual compo-
nents) vs. ([unpleasant mixture] vs. individual components) and (b)
([unpleasant mixture] vs. individual components) vs. ([pleasant
mixture] vs. individual components).
On a perceptual level, the number of correct stimulus
identifications was counted for each condition and statistically
compared using the Friedman Test. Practically, for conditions that
included the odor stimuli or CO2 alone ([Rose], [Orange],
[CO2+Rose], [CO2+Orange] and [CO2]), responses were counted
as correct if the subject identified the source of the stimuli (i.e.,
rose, orange, carbon dioxide) or at least its semantic category (i.e.,
flower or citrus fruit for odors). For intensity and pleasantness
ratings, a repeated ANOVA with compounds ([CO2], [Rose],
[Orange], [pleasant mixture], [unpleasant mixture]) as a within-
subjects factor was performed. If a significant main effect of
compounds was observed, the analysis was followed by Tukey’s
honest significance tests to control for multiple statistical compar-
isons. Moreover, difference in compound intensity between the
pleasant mixture and the relatively unpleasant mixture was used as
covariate in an ANCOVA with mixture pleasantness as the
dependent variable in order to correct for the potential influence
of stimulus intensity on pleasantness ratings between mixtures.
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: MB TH. Performed the
experiments: MB EI JP SH JG CR TH. Analyzed the data: MB EI TH.
Wrote the paper: MB TH.
References
1. Doty RL, Brugger WE, Jurs PC, Orndorff MA, Snyder PJ, et al. (1978)
Intranasal trigeminal stimulation from odorous volatiles: psychometric responses
from anosmic and normal humans. Physiol Behav 20: 175–185.
2. Cometto-Muniz JE, Cain WS, Abraham MH (2005) Determinants for nasal
trigeminal detection of volatile organic compounds. Chem Senses 30: 627–642.
3. Bensafi M, Frasnelli J, Reden J, Hummel T (2007) The neural representation of
odor is modulated by the presence of a trigeminal stimulus during odor
encoding. Clin Neurophysiol 118: 696–701.
4. Albrecht J, Kopietz R, Linn J, Sakar V, Anzinger A, et al. (2009) Activation of
olfactory and trigeminal cortical areas following stimulation of the nasal mucosa
with low concentrations of S(-)-nicotine vapor–an fMRI study on chemosensory
perception. Hum Brain Mapp 30: 699–710.
5. Frasnelli J, Schuster B, Hummel T (2007) Interactions between olfaction and the
trigeminal system: what can be learned from olfactory loss. Cereb Cortex 17:
2268–2275.
6. Lombion S, Comte A, Tatu L, Brand G, Moulin T, et al. (2009) Patterns of
cerebral activation during olfactory and trigeminal stimulations. Hum Brain
Mapp 30: 821–828.
7. Doty RL, Cometto-Muniz E (2003) Trigeminal Chemosensation. In: Doty RL,
editor. Handbook of olfaction and gustation. New York: Marcel Dekker Inc.
981–999.
8. Gottfried JA, Deichmann R, Winston JS, Dolan RJ (2002) Functional
heterogeneity in human olfactory cortex : an event-related functional magnetic
resonance imaging study. Journal of Neuroscience 22: 10819–10828.
9. Bensafi M, Sobel N, Khan RM (2007) Hedonic-specific activity in piriform
cortex during odor imagery mimics that during odor perception. J Neurophysiol
98: 3254–3262.
10. Royet JP, Plailly J, Delon-Martin C, Kareken DA, Segebarth C (2003) fMRI of
emotional responses to odors: influence of hedonic valence and judgment,
handedness, and gender. Neuroimage 20: 713–728.
11. Zelano C, Montag J, Johnson B, Khan R, Sobel N (2007) Dissociated
representations of irritation and valence in human primary olfactory cortex.
J Neurophysiol 97: 1969–1976.
12. Zald DH, Pardo JV (1997) Emotion, olfaction, and the human amygdala:
amygdala activation during aversive olfactory stimulation. Proc Natl Acad
Sci U S A 94: 4119–4124.
13. Anderson AK, Christoff K, Stappen I, Panitz D, Ghahremani DG, et al. (2003)
Dissociated neural representations of intensity and valence in human olfaction.
Nature Neuroscience 6: 196–202.
14. Rolls ET, Kringelbach ML, de Araujo IE (2003) Different representations of
pleasant and unpleasant odours in the human brain. Eur J Neurosci 18: 695–
703.
15. Gottfried JA, O’Doherty J, Dolan RJ (2002) Appetitive and aversive olfactory
learning in humans studied using event-related functional magnetic resonance
imaging. J Neurosci 22: 10829–10837.
16. Sela L, Sacher Y, Serfaty C, Yeshurun Y, Soroker N, et al. (2009) Spared and
impaired olfactory abilities after thalamic lesions. J Neurosci 29: 12059–12069.
17. de Araujo IE, Rolls ET, Velazco MI, Margot C, Cayeux I (2005) Cognitive
modulation of olfactory processing. Neuron 46: 671–679.
18. Wysocki CJ, Gilbert AN (1989) National Geographic Smell Survey. Effects of
age are heterogenous. Ann N Y Acad Sci 561: 12–28.
19. Lundstrom JN, Seven S, Olsson MJ, Schaal B, Hummel T (2006) Olfactory
event-related potentials reflect individual differences in odor valence perception.
Chem Senses 31: 705–711.
Table 2. Sensory conditions, their origins and percentage (vol/vol) dilutions.
Conditions Origin Dilution
[CO2] Praxair, Dresden, Germany 40% v/v
[Rose odor] Phenyl ethyl alcohol Sigma. Aldrich Chemie GmbH, Riedstraße 2,
Stauheim CAS # 60-12-8
20% v/v
[Orange odor] Orange aroma oil; Frey and Lau, Henstedt-Ulzburg, Germany 20% v/v
[CO2+Rose odor] As above 40% v/v +20%v/v
[CO2+Orange odor] As above 40% v/v +20%v/v
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0038358.t002
Pleasantness and Cross-Modal Integration
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 5 June 2012 | Volume 7 | Issue 6 | e3835820. Keller A, Zhuang H, Chi Q, Vosshall LB, Matsunami H (2007) Genetic
variation in a human odorant receptor alters odour perception. Nature 449:
468–472.
21. Calvert GA (2001) Crossmodal processing in the human brain: insights from
functional neuroimaging studies. Cereb Cortex 11: 1110–1123.
22. Boyle JA, Frasnelli J, Gerber J, Heinke M, Hummel T (2007) Cross-modal
integration of intranasal stimuli: a functional magnetic resonance imaging study.
Neuroscience 149: 223–231.
23. Nagy A, Eordegh G, Paroczy Z, Markus Z, Benedek G (2006) Multisensory
integration in the basal ganglia. Eur J Neurosci 24: 917–924.
24. Small DM, Gregory MD, Mak YE, Gitelman D, Mesulam MM, et al. (2003)
Dissociation of neural representation of intensity and affective valuation in
human gustation. Neuron 39: 701–711.
25. Bensafi M, Rouby C, Farget V, Vigouroux M, Holley A (2002) Asymmetry of
pleasant vs. unpleasant odor processing during affective judgment in humans.
Neurosci Lett 328: 309–313.
26. Kobal G, Hummel T, Van Toller S (1992) Differences in chemosensory evoked
potentials to olfactory and somatosensory chemical stimuli presented to left and
right nostrils. Chem Senses 17: 233–244.
27. Bensafi M, Iannilli E, Gerber J, Hummel T (2008) Neural coding of stimulus
concentration in the human olfactory and intranasal trigeminal systems.
Neuroscience 154: 832–838.
28. Croy I, Schellong J, Gerber J, Joraschky P, Iannilli E, et al. (2010) Women with
a history of childhood maltreatment exhibit more activation in association areas
following non-traumatic olfactory stimuli: a fMRI study. PLoS One 5: e9362.
29. Sabri M, Radnovich AJ, Li TQ, Kareken DA (2005) Neural correlates of
olfactory change detection. Neuroimage 25: 969–974.
30. Small DM, Gerber JC, Mak YE, Hummel T (2005) Differential neural responses
evoked by orthonasal versus retronasal odorant perception in humans. Neuron
47: 593–605.
31. Small DM, Voss J, Mak YE, Simmons KB, Parrish T, et al. (2004) Experience-
dependent neural integration of taste and smell in the human brain.
J Neurophysiol 92: 1892–1903.
32. Vogt BA (2005) Pain and emotion interactions in subregions of the cingulate
gyrus. Nat Rev Neurosci 6: 533–544.
33. Ashby FG, Isen AM, Turken AU (1999) A neuropsychological theory of positive
affect and its influence on cognition. Psychol Rev 106: 529–550.
34. Rozin P, Ebert L, Schull J (1982) Some like it hot: a temporal analysis of hedonic
responses to chili pepper. Appetite 3: 13–22.
35. Hummel T, Sekinger B, Wolf SR, Pauli E, Kobal G (1997) ‘Sniffin’ sticks’:
olfactory performance assessed by the combined testing of odor identification,
odor discrimination and olfactory threshold. Chem Senses 22: 39–52.
36. Kobal G (1981) Elektrophysiologische Untersuchungen des Menschlichen
Geruchssinns. Thieme Verlag.
37. Ashburner J, Friston K (2003) Spatial normalization using basis function. In:
Frackowiak RSJ, editor. Human Brain Function 2nd ed. Amsterdam,: Academic
Press.
38. Penny WD, Holmes AP, Friston KJ (2003) Random effects analysis. In:
Frackowiak RSJ, Friston KJ, Frith C, Dolan R, Price CJ, et al., editors. Human
Brain Function. New York: Academic Press.
39. Mai J, Assheuer J, Paxinos G (2004) Atlas of the human brain. Paris: Elsevier
Academic Press.
Pleasantness and Cross-Modal Integration
PLoS ONE | www.plosone.org 6 June 2012 | Volume 7 | Issue 6 | e38358